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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 1



Conception: at least as early as Jan. 20, 1998 

Reduced To Practice: at least as early as April 29, 1998
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 3POR, 23-27; Ex. 2016, ¶¶5-10; Ex. 2012.

Sorrells’ Testimony:

Conception



Conception

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 4POR, 23-27; Ex. 2016, ¶¶5-10; Ex. 2012.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 5Sur-Reply, 19; Ex. 2016, ¶¶5-10; 
Ex. 2012. 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 6POR, 23-27; Ex. 2016, ¶¶13-15; Ex. 2011.

Sorrells’ Testimony:

Conception
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Sorrells’ Testimony:

Conception
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Conception
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Sorrells’ Testimony:

Conception
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Conception
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Sorrells’ Testimony:

Conception



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 12POR, 23-27; Ex. 2016, ¶16; Exs. 2011, 2013.

Conception



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 13Sur-Reply, 16-18; Ex. 2016, 26.

Conception

Sorrells’ Testimony:



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 14Sur-Reply, 18.

Conception



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 15POR, 23-27; Ex. 2016, ¶¶5-10; Ex. 2012.

Sorrells’ Testimony:

Conception



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 16POR, 34; Sur-Reply, 19; Ex. 2015, 13-14. 

Conception



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 17Sur-Reply, 19; Ex. 2016, ¶5; Exs. 2010, 
2012, 2015. 

Conception/Reduction to Practice



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 18
Sur-Reply, 19; Ex.-2033,69:27-38, 83:43-
47, 104:60-105:7. 

’551 Patent:

Eddie Device Uses a 50% Duty Cycle LO
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Exs. 2019, 2020.

Sorrells’ Testimony:

Reduction to Practice



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 22POR, 23-27; Ex. 2016, ¶¶20-21; 
Exs. 2019, 2020.

Reduction to Practice



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 23POR, 23-27; Ex. 2016, ¶¶20-21; 
Exs. 2019, 2020.

Reduction to Practice



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 24POR, 23-27; Ex. 2016, ¶22; Ex. 2021.

Sorrells’ Testimony:

Reduction to Practice



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 25POR, 23-27; Ex. 2016, ¶22; Ex. 2021.

Reduction to Practice



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 26POR, 23-27; Ex. 2016, ¶¶23-24; Ex. 2010.

Reduction to Practice



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 27POR, 23-27; Ex. 2016, ¶¶23-24; Ex. 2010.

Sorrells’ Testimony:

Reduction to Practice



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 28POR, 23-27; Sur-Reply, 17-18; Exs. 2010- 2011.

Reduction to Practice



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 29
POR, 23-27; Sur-Reply, 17-18; Ex. 
2016,¶¶7-13; Exs. 2010- 2016

Sorrells’ Testimony:

Reduction to Practice



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 30POR,28; Reply, 7-8; Sur-Reply, 22; Ex. 
2043,54:2-8; Ex.-2010,7-8.

Dickens’ Admission:

Reduction to Practice



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 31Sur-Reply, 21; Ex.-2016,¶¶28-31; Ex. 2029.

Sorrells’ Testimony:

Diligence



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 32POR, 23-27; Ex. 2016, ¶¶29-30; Ex. 2029.

Sorrells’ Testimony:

Diligence



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 33POR, 23-27; Ex. 2016, ¶¶29-30; Ex. 2029.

Diligence



Sorrells’ Deposition

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 34Sur-Reply, 15-16; Ex. 1068.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 35Reply, 4,6; Sur-Reply, 19; Ex. 2016, 
¶¶5-10; Ex. 2012. 

Different Versions of Files Have Different Names/Timestamps 



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 36
Reply, 18; Sur-Reply, 21-23; Ex. 
2006,104:28-44, Figs. 110, 76E, 197. 

’551 Patent:

Claims are Entitled to the Priority Date of the ’551 Patent



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 37
Sur-Reply, 22-23; Ex. 2006,104:28-44, Figs. 
110, 76E, 197. 

’551 Patent:

Claims are Entitled to the Priority Date of the ’551 Patent



The Eddie Device Practices the Challenged Claims

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 38



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 39POR, 27-51; Sur-Reply, 2-15; Ex. 2015.

Eddie Device Practices the Challenged Claims 



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 40POR, 27-51; Sur-Reply, 2-15; Ex. 2015.

Eddie Device Practices the Challenged Claims 



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 41POR, 27-51; Sur-Reply, 2-15; Ex. 2015.

Eddie Device Practices the Challenged Claims 



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 42POR, 27-51; Sur-Reply, 2-15; Ex. 2015.

Eddie Device Practices the Challenged Claims 



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 43POR, 27-51; Sur-Reply, 2-15; Ex. 2015.

Eddie Device Practices the Challenged Claims 



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 44POR, 27-51; Sur-Reply, 2-15; Ex. 2015.

Eddie Device Practices the Challenged Claims 



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 45POR, 27-51; Sur-Reply, 2-15; Ex. 2015.

Eddie Device Practices the Challenged Claims 



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 46POR, 27-51; Sur-Reply, 2-15; Ex. 2015.

Eddie Device Practices the Challenged Claims 



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 47POR, 27-51; Sur-Reply, 2-15; Ex. 2015.

Eddie Device Practices the Challenged Claims 



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 48POR, 27-51; Sur-Reply, 2-15; Ex. 2015.

Eddie Device Practices the Challenged Claims 



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 49POR, 27-51; Sur-Reply, 2-15; Ex. 2015.

Eddie Device Practices the Challenged Claims 



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 50POR, 27-51; Sur-Reply, 2-15; Ex. 2015.

Eddie Device Practices the Challenged Claims 



Petitioner’s Experts Take Inconsistent Positions

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 51



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 52Sur-Reply, 2-3; Ex. 1003,¶¶245-46.

Galton:

Petitioner’s Experts Take Inconsistent Positions



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 53Sur-Reply, 4; Ex. 1003,¶¶164, 168-69.

Galton:

Petitioner’s Experts Take Inconsistent Positions



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 54Sur-Reply, 5; Ex. 2024,¶172; Ex. 2015,35.

Ricketts:

Eddie Device Practices the Challenged Claims



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 55Sur-Reply, 6; Ex. 1067,¶24.

Dickens:

Petitioner’s Experts Take Inconsistent Positions



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 56Sur-Reply, 6; Ex. 1067,¶24.

Petitioner’s Experts Take Inconsistent Positions



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 57Sur-Reply, 7; Ex. 1003,¶245; Ex. 2015,35.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 58Sur-Reply, 7; Ex. 1003,¶164; Ex. 2015,35.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 59Sur-Reply, 7-8; Ex. 1003,¶¶118, 231, 236.

Petitioner’s Experts Take Inconsistent Positions

Galton:



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 60Sur-Reply, 8-9; Ex. 2015,14, 24.

Ricketts:

Eddie Device Practices the Challenged Claims 



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 61Sur-Reply, 10-11; Ex. 1001,109:60-63, Fig. 
112.

’177 Patent is Consistent with Ricketts’ Position



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 62Sur-Reply, 6-10; Ex. 1067,¶¶13-15.

Petitioner’s Experts Take Inconsistent Positions

Dickens:



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 63Sur-Reply, 11-12.

Eddie Device Stores Non-Negligible Amount of Energy 

If a circuit “operates in a manner that successfully down-
converts and does so in a commercially viable system,” this 
is sufficient evidence that a capacitor stores non-negligible 
amounts of energy. 

TCL Indus. Holdings Co. v. ParkerVision, Inc., 
IPR2021-00985, Paper 44 at 58 (P.T.A.B. Nov. 17, 2022).



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 64Sur-Reply, 12; Ex.2043,54:2-8,70:7-16, 
55:1-59:18, 63:8-65:2.

Dickens Admits That the Eddie Device Down-Converts



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 65Sur-Reply, 12; Ex.2043,54:2-8,70:7-16, 
55:1-59:18, 63:8-65:2.

Dickens Admits That the Eddie Device Is Commercially Viable



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 66Sur-Reply, 13; Ex.-1067,¶¶16-20.

Dickens Ignores Eddie’s Actual Testing Configuration



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 67

Dickens Ignores Eddie’s Actual Testing Configuration

Sur-Reply, 12-14; Ex. 2043, 
50:19-22, 51:12-52:1.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 68

Dickens Ignores Eddie’s Actual Testing Configuration

Sur-Reply, 12-14; Ex.-1067,¶¶16-20; 
Ex.-2043, 30:16-22.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 69

Dickens Has No Basis for the Impedance of SP1 and SP2

Sur-Reply, 14; Ex.-1067,¶¶16-17.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 70
Sur-Reply, 14; Ex.-2010,7-8; 
Ex.-2043,54:2-8.

Dickens’ Admission:

Dickens’ Admits the Boeing Report Demonstrates Down-
Conversion



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 71Reply,14-17; Sur-Reply, 17; Ex. 2015, 20.

Dickens Fails to Address the Relevant Capacitors



Claim Construction

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 72



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 73POR, 52-56; Ex. 1001, Claims 1, 19.

Claim Construction – 
“Energy Storage Element”

Claims 1 and 19: 
• “a portion of energy that is distinguishable from noise is 

transferred from the modulated carrier signal,” 

• “energy storage element that stores the transferred energy…,” 

• “the portions of transferred energy … are integrated over time to 
accumulate said portions of transferred energy from which [the 
down-converted signals portions] are derived.”



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 74POR, 52-56.

Claim Construction – 
“Energy Storage Element”

“storage element” means “an element of a system that stores non-
negligible amounts of energy from an input EM signal.”

Intel Corp. v. ParkerVision, Inc., IPR2020-01265, Paper 44, at 44 (PTAB Jan. 21, 2022)



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 75POR, 52-56.

Claim Construction – 
“Energy Storage Element”

“ParkerVision’s down-converting system uses a technique called 
‘energy sampling,’ which differs from the technique of ‘voltage 
sampling,’ which was used in conventional down-converting 
systems.”

ParkerVision v. Qualcomm, 116 F.4th 1345, 1349 (Fed. Cir. 2024)



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 76POR, 52-56.

Claim Construction – 
“Energy Storage Element”



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 77POR, 52-56.

Claim Construction – 
“Energy Storage Element”



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 78POR, 52-56.

Claim Construction – 
“Energy Storage Element”



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 79POR, 52-56.

Claim Construction – 
“Energy Storage Element”



Tayloe And Macnally Are Not Prior Art

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 80



Tayloe is Not Prior Art

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 81POR, 76.



Macnally is Not Prior Art

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 82POR, 76.



Tayloe And TI Datasheet 
Fails To Disclose/Teach/Suggest 

Numerous Claimed Elements

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 83



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 84POR, 76.



Lack of Motivation to Combine 
Tayloe and Macnally

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 85



Tayloe

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 86POR, 78.



Macnally

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 87POR, 75-76.



No Motivation to Combine Tayloe and Macnally

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 88POR, 79.



No Motivation to Combine Tayloe and Macnally

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 89POR, 79.



No Motivation to Combine Tayloe and Macnally

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 90Pet., 27-30; Sur-Reply, 23-24.

Petition:



No Motivation to Combine Tayloe and Macnally

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 91Sur-Reply, 23-24; Ex. 2042,50:11-16.

Galton:



No Motivation to Combine Tayloe and Macnally

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 92POR, 83-84; Sur-Reply, 25; Ex. 2024,¶306; 
Ex. 2042,41:19-22, 58:9-16.



No Motivation to Combine Tayloe and Macnally

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 93POR, 83-84; Sur-Reply, 25; Ex.-2024,¶306; 
Ex.-2042,41:19-22, 58:9-16.

Tayloe:



No Motivation to Combine Tayloe and Macnally

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 94POR, 83-84; Sur-Reply, 25; Ex. 2024,¶306; 
Ex.-2042,41:19-22, 58:9-16.

Ricketts:



No Motivation to Combine Tayloe and Macnally

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 95POR, 83-84; Sur-Reply, 25; Ex. 2024,¶306; 
Ex.-2042,41:19-22, 58:9-16.

Galton:



No Motivation to Combine Tayloe and Macnally

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 96POR, 83-84; Sur-Reply, 25; Ex. 2024,¶306; 
Ex.-2042,41:19-22, 58:9-16.



Macnally’s Filter Fundamentally Changes Tayloe’s Circuit

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 97POR, 92-94; Sur-Reply, 26-30.

Reply:



Input Impedances of Tayloe’s Amplifiers and Macnally’s 
Filters are not Comparable

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 98POR, 79; Sur-Reply, 29-30.

Tayloe: High Impedance Macnally: Low Impedance



Petitioner Makes Misrepresentations And 
Fails To Address Issues

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 99



Tayloe Never Suggests Combining Figure 6 with TI Datasheet

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 100POR, 80-81; Reply, 25;Sur-Reply, 30.



Tayloe Discloses Using TI Datasheet For Figures 3 or 7 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 101POR, 80-81; Reply, 25;Sur-Reply, 30.



Tayloe Figures 3 and 6 Are Different Embodiments

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 102POR, 80-81; Reply, 25;Sur-Reply, 30.



Tayloe Does Not Teach That “+” Inputs Are Optional

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 103
Reply, 24-25, 31;Sur-Reply, 30; 
Ex. 1004,5:12-15



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 104Sur-Reply, 31.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 105Sur-Reply, 31.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 106Sur-Reply, 31.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 107Sur-Reply, 32.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 108Sur-Reply, 32.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 109

Lack of Motivation to Combine 
Razavi and Macnally



Razavi

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 110POR, 99.



Razavi

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 111POR, 101-102.



Razavi/Macnally

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 112POR, 104.



Razavi Teaches Away From the Proposed Combination

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 113POR, 109-110; Ex. 2024,¶¶396-403; Ex. 
1017, Fig. 4.



No Reasonable Expectation of Success

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 114POR, 112-14.



No Motivation to Combine Razavi and Macnally

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 115POR, 60, 70; Reply,35-36; Sur-Reply, 
33-36.



Razavi/Macnally Does Not Disclose Transferring 
Energy From A Modulated Carrier Signal

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 116



Razavi/Macnally Does Not Disclose Transferring 
Energy From A Modulated Carrier Signal

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 117
POR, 98-103; Sur-Reply, 36-41; Ex. 
1017,1; Ex. 2042,62:3-10, 63:8-20.

Galton:



Claim 14 Should be Analyzed Based on Conventional Current

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 118
Sur-Reply, 38-41; Ex. 2042, 19:16-20:1, 
21:19-24:5, 61:16-62:2.

Galton:



Claim 14 Should be Analyzed Based on Conventional Current

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 119
Sur-Reply, 38-42; Ex. 1053,13; Ex.-
1046,40; Ex. 1045,25,34,76,77.

Petitioner’s Technical References:



Other Issues Petitioner Fails To Address

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 120



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 121Sur-Reply, 41-42; 



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 122Sur-Reply, 41-42; 



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 123Sur-Reply, 41-42; 



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 124Sur-Reply, 41-42; 



Petitioner’s Reply Violates 37 C.F.R. § 42.6(a)(3) and C.F.R § 
42.22(a)(2).

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE 125Sur-Reply, 1.
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